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Introduction 
Members of the rare book community have long accepted the fact that there is no clear 
measure for determining the rarity of a book. However, many librarians both with and 
without a formal education on the topic find themselves trying to do just that when they 
judge whether or not a book is worth bringing to a curator's attention and transferring to a 
rare book collection.  
 Collection development policies illustrate the foci of any given collection, and 
tend to focus almost solely on building strengths or trying to fix weaknesses. In doing so, 
they focus on sculpting the collection as a whole rather than on the merits of an 
individual book. Transfer policies, on the other hand, are intended to inform general 
collections librarians of which books should be diverted to special collections for the 
curator, cataloger, or department head's appraisal. Transfer policies were originally 
intended as a theft prevention measure; this indicates their viability as a broader measure 
of rarity. If the core idea behind a transfer policy is to prevent theft, then transfers should 
be based not solely on rare book collection strengths, but on the general marketability of 
any given book. 
 In this paper, the researcher has analyzed transfer policies from across the United 
States to determine what criteria influence any given book's transfer into a rare book 
collection. In performing a content analysis of these policies, the researcher has identified 
those selection criteria most frequently recommended for use in determining how books 
are evaluated for transfer, and thus for rarity. The resulting set of frequently used criteria, 
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if applied in any institution, would add an additional layer of security to those materials 
requiring it by capturing those items most likely to be regarded by professionals as rare.
1
 
 
                                                 
1
 As the ACRL Guidelines explain, there are many methods of physically processing transfers. Numerous 
institutions include this process in their policies, and some libraries only have documentation for this part 
of the process, choosing not to include selection criteria at all. That said, this paper will focus on the 
selection criteria only. 
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Literature Review 
 
As pointed out in Barnes et al.'s paper, "Lost gems: Identifying rare and unusual 
monographs in a university's circulating collection," there is a significant lack of 
published scholarly literature regarding the content of transfer guidelines (2010). Barnes' 
article is at this time the only scholarly paper intended to be a study of transfer policy 
creation and application, despite the fact that transfer guidelines are in use at many 
institutions, and despite fairly significant attention given to the topic in the form of task 
forces, conference talks, and committees. Because of this, this literature review will first 
cover the history and purpose of transfer policies, then discuss their content, and finally, 
review literature on determining rarity. 
The History and Purpose of Transfer Policies 
The first edition of the ACRL Guidelines on the Selection of General Materials for 
Transfer to Special Collections was prepared by an ad hoc committee in 1985. Chaired 
by Samuel A. Streit, the committee was an extension of the RBMS (Rare Books and 
Manuscripts Section) Security Committee, which had been instated as a standing 
committee around five years earlier in response to an unusually high number of recently 
discovered library thefts and a "call to arms" by the ABAA (Antiquarian Booksellers' 
Association of America), according to Zeidberg (1987, p. 20).
 Since the establishment of the original ad hoc committee, there have been talks on 
the subject of transfer policies during at least six different RBMS Preconferences over the 
past thirty years, according to the ALA's page "Past RBMS Preconference Seminars." A 
committee has reviewed the ACRL guidelines roughly every five years since 1985, 
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resulting in two more editions of the Guidelines. The Guidelines are under review again 
this year, with committee nominations in progress at the time of this writing. 
 The original intention of the creators of the first edition was to prevent the theft of 
valuable library materials still in general collections. While the Security Committee was 
concerned with broader issues of theft, including employee theft, the committee working 
on the transfer policy was, by design, primarily focused on preventing patron theft. 
Transferring valuable books to special collections would not prevent theft by a 
determined employee,
2
 but it could prevent or discourage patron theft provided that 
special collections security was adequate. 
 The third edition of the ACRL Guidelines (2008) succinctly explains the 
reasoning behind the transfer of general collections material to special collections: 
Virtually all libraries acquire materials that, with time and changing 
circumstances, become rare and gain special cultural and historical value. These 
materials may also gain significant monetary value in the marketplace. Librarians 
have a responsibility to identify the rare and valuable materials currently held in 
general and open stack collections and to arrange for their physical transfer to a 
library location that provides an appropriate level of access, preservation, and 
security (para. 3). 
This statement establishes that just as general collections take in new materials, so should 
special collections take in increasingly older material; this is not just an option for special 
collections librarians, but a responsibility of all librarians in both special and general 
collections. 
 The statement also establishes that "rare" and "valuable" are two separate, but 
equally important, states. This division is represented in the Guidelines criteria, where 
market value is separated from distinctions of rarity or bibliographic and research value. 
Transfer policies should, then, seek to get both the expensive item likely to be stolen, and 
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 See Zeidberg (1987) as well as recent news reports on thefts such as those at the Girolamini. 
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the bibliographically unique item that is likely to be valuable to a researcher as it exists 
today. 
 Katherine Reagan indicated in her 2009 presentation "Books in the Age of 
Anxiety" that the practice of "market based" acquisition may be fading over time in favor 
of items that have "the prospect of immediate and enthusiastic teaching and research 
use," indicating that more may be transferred that was not previously considered. She 
also states that "if we truly want to make a difference in the preservation of what remains 
to be saved... then rare book and manuscript librarians should be doing much more to 
involve themselves in decisions their parent institutions will make." This indicates the 
necessity of first having a policy, then continuing to update it in order to have the utmost 
impact on the institution and the field as a whole. Though teaching and research 
acquisitions are crucial to the success of any collection (as they should be), the original 
purpose of the rare book collection must not be forgotten either: it is meant to protect its 
resources while still providing access to them. 
The Content of Transfer Policies 
Streit (1985) stated that: 
Even though a written transfer policy is essential, it should be borne in mind that 
there are no absolutes that can be applied uniformly to all situations in 
establishing such a policy. Success depends upon what the parent institution, the 
library, and the special collections unit each sets forth as its goals and mission; 
what the library's collecting policies and strengths are; and the extent to which the 
library's resources are capable of supporting a transfer program. The stated policy 
should take cognizance within the local context of the issues just outlined and, in 
conjunction with a statement of the transfer program's purpose, indicate what it 
expects to accomplish and why this is needed. In short, there should be a rationale 
for the program (p. 35). 
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This puts two goals of the transfer policy somewhat at odds; if theft prevention and 
preservation is a primary concern equal to that of preserving collection strengths, it does 
not follow that the general collections holdings will have the same strengths as the special 
collections holdings. Nonetheless, transfer policies must walk that narrow line between 
preservation and special collections development, and the contents of the ACRL 
Guidelines reflect this. 
 The differences between the 1985 and the 2008 editions of the ACRL Guidelines 
hint at the changing nature of special collections concerns. The sections regarding 
process reflect the advances in technology over the past thirty years, though the criteria 
have changed only slightly, suggesting broader shifts in procedure and staffing than in the 
determination of rarity.  
 The first edition of the Guidelines included only four main headings: age, intrinsic 
characteristics and qualities, condition, and "what we know from other sources." Most 
notably, market value was not included, but "costly acquisitions" and "desirability to 
collectors and the antiquarian book trade" were both found in the "what we know from 
other sources" section. Confederate imprints could be found in this section as well, 
though they did not appear at all in the third edition. The age, intrinsic characteristics, and 
condition sections did not change in any noticeable fashion other than a third edition 
inclusion of a mention that recording media and "early" computer games are now being 
preserved at some institutions; this is more likely to be relevant for the archives faction of 
special collections than it is for rare books. 
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Determining Rarity 
The determination of rarity has been, and likely always will be, a troubled topic amongst 
rare book librarians and the interested public. The criteria present in the Guidelines, by 
and large, represent the general consensus of what has classically been sought in a rare 
book. For example, Annan (1952), who was more concerned with medical and scientific 
imprints, cited market value, age, importance, scarcity, fine printing, fine illustrations, 
association copies, fine bindings, and condition as her primary concerns in determining 
rarity. The vast majority of literature on the topic over the last 100 years agrees with her; 
earlier literature, as can be found in a 1900 article by A.R. Spofford, is less inclined 
toward age considerations. 
 Because legal concerns prevent the majority of librarians from appraising books, 
curious patrons inquiring about the value of their books are generally met with the 
provision of the general headings present in the guidelines, and a direction toward certain 
resources. The most popular of these is the RBMS's "Your Old Books," available in print 
and online. This resource is updated fairly frequently; its last update was in 2011. Free 
print copies are available for academic, research, and special librarians, making it 
attractive and accessible for a library audience. The publication addresses the most 
frequent patron questions, including the ever-popular one, "What makes a book rare?" 
 Other valuation resources that some librarians recommend for consultation 
include commercial sites such as addall.com, vialibri.com, and ebay.com, as well as the 
sites for the Antiquarian Booksellers of America and the International League of 
Antiquarian Booksellers. However, these sites primarily address market value rather than 
rarity, and rarity does not necessarily determine value. A book may have been printed in 
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a small run simply because very few people wanted it then, and very few people want it 
now- it will have a low market value, but is still rare. 
 So, when asked that age-old question of "what makes a book rare?" most 
professionals will hedge with something along the lines of "there is no easy way to 
determine rarity." This is an assuredly true statement supported by essentially every 
publication in existence on the topic; however, given this, the call must nonetheless be 
made at some point. This call is made when creating the transfer policy. 
 The Library of Congress, though generally considered to be America's library and 
setter of national library standards, has made no official proclamation on the topic. 
However, buried in the Library's CSM: Classification and Shelflisting Manual (1995) in 
the LC-Specific Information section, available through Cataloger's Desktop or in a print 
edition, is part G 810. This is one of the few sections of LC-Specific Information that has 
not been deleted or renumbered over time. It is also explicitly stated to be "relevant only 
to Library of Congress staff." Section G 810 does not appear to be intended as an all-
inclusive transfer policy for the Library of Congress, but it does provide some 
information: 
Included in the category of rare materials are: 
 books and non-book materials having unusual monetary value, aesthetic 
significance (unusually good quality type or design), and/or potential rarity 
(certain limited editions) 
 books and non-book materials of historical significance because of 
provenance, and early imprint date, or because they represent an important 
contribution to American or Western civilization (e.g., the first book on 
accounting in America, the first book on the telegraph, etc.) (para. 1). 
 
Additional G 810 criteria include pre-1801 imprints, a variety of dates for American 
imprints according to state, Confederate imprints during the Civil War (1861-1865), and 
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Latin American pre-1820 imprints. These criteria closely align with the ACRL 
recommended Guidelines. 
 Though there are general criteria that professionals provide for the determination 
of rarity (age, market value, intrinsic value, etc.), the narrowing of these categories can 
prove significantly more challenging. Yet the construction of a transfer policy, intended 
to preserve and keep safe those items most in need, means that the professionals creating 
the policy must consider these smaller details in order to facilitate the process. Given the 
variety of criteria and definitions provided by these professionals over the years, what 
institutions actually include in their policies could provide valuable information for 
policies constructed or updated in the future.
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Methods 
Overview 
In order to best determine how institutions are deciding what was worthy of transfer, the 
researcher performed a content analysis of transfer policies within the United States. The 
researcher began by analyzing the ACRL Guidelines in order to determine what elements 
transfer policies might be expected to include. A sample size of 30 policies was selected 
based upon time constraints and feasibility. These policies were to be divided evenly 
between (1) institutions hand-picked for their reputation, (2) ARL member institutions 
not selected in the first group, and (3) "wildcard" institutions with publicly available 
policies. This grouping was intended to glean policies from a representative group of 
institutions. After the appropriate employees were contacted in search of policies, policy 
analysis began. The researcher quickly realized that the ACRL Guidelines were only 
occasionally representative of how institutions formed their policies. Based upon the 
Guidelines, a new template of criteria was created to match the contents of institutional 
policies. Policies were then analyzed according to the new template. After analysis and 
classification, results were analyzed in order to determine common criteria, defined as 
those that appeared in at least 50% of the policies. 
Criteria and Categorization 
The researcher began by determining that the criteria for the analysis would rely 
primarily upon the third edition of the ACRL Guidelines. After close scrutiny of the 
ACRL Guidelines, the researcher decided that the Guidelines in their current form could 
not be used as a basis for analysis, primarily because they occasionally separated like 
items. For example, market value was mentioned in both 4.1 and 4.5. As noted earlier, 
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this may be due to the evolution of the guidelines from their first version. For those 
reasons, the criteria classification was altered for the purposes of this study. 
 Shortly after the process of analysis began, it became obvious that not all 
collections interpreted the ACRL guidelines in the same way either, and that some parts 
of the ACRL guidelines were repetitive once put into real-world documentation. To 
follow on the previous example, some institutions grouped market value with 
bibliographic and research value. The researcher thus reorganized reinterpreted the 
ACRL Guidelines yet again to better reflect what collections actually focused on in their 
policies. The final criteria list used in the analysis, including many statements pulled 
directly from the 2008 Guidelines, is presented here: 
1. Market Value 
 Retail or auction price according to the internet and professionals. Realistically, 
the majority of sources that the public uses for analysis of market value are those 
used by professional dealers and collectors as well. The general public may rely 
more on eBay, but dealers and collections are likely to use eBay as well as other 
resources when determining value. 
2. Age 
 Threshold date 
 Regional incunabula, including references to cities, states, and Canadian 
provinces. 
 Confederate imprints. These are considered rare and valuable for multiple 
reasons, intrinsic and research value included, but due to their extreme scarcity, 
age was determined to be first amongst them. 
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3. Physical and Intrinsic Characteristics 
 Features making materials "vulnerable to mutilation or theft and, therefore, 
requir[ing] that they receive special protection," including: 
o decorated end papers, unbound plates, vellum or publisher's bindings, and 
book jackets (examples of physical characteristics related to the 
publication process) 
o library materials with significant provenance or evidence of association 
o fine press editions 
o valuable maps, original art, original photograph,3 or plates--especially 
plates with hand-applied or lithographed color--either as issued or as part 
of extra-illustrated volumes 
o broadsides, posters, and printed ephemera (examples of library materials 
in special formats) 
o materials having local interest, about local history, or by local authors 
o in-depth, subject-specific collections  
o books in unusual formats, erotica, or materials that are difficult to replace 
(examples of library materials requiring security). Erotica may not always 
be difficult to replace, but it is certainly subject to theft and mutilation. 
o books with moveable parts, pop-up books, books having non-standard 
sizes or shapes (examples of library materials with artistic and/or unique 
structural characteristics) 
o limited editions and small press runs. This could have been shifted to the 
                                                 
3
 "This includes library materials containing original photographs often pasted or glued into the item." 
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Copies Publicly Available section, but it was left here with the other 
edition criteria according to professional judgment. 
o custom-produced books and handmade books 
o books and other objects made out of unusual materials 
o scrapbooks or photograph albums 
o handwritten or typed materials 
 First editions or notable later editions. A few collections noted first editions in 
their policies, but there was nowhere that they seemed to belong according to the 
transfer guidelines. For the purposes of this study, they were considered similar to 
limited editions due to the fact that many first editions are rare because there were 
not as many of them produced during initial publication. This could have fit in the 
fifth section as well, but was kept here in order to avoid duplication. 
 Children's books. These were also considered "difficult to replace," primarily due 
to the fact that they were generally scarce to begin with, and rarely remain in good 
condition. 
 University theses. Several collections made note of these, and they were placed in 
this category due to both their "local author" and their "limited edition." 
 Books by certain printers or publishers 
3.5 Copies Publicly Available 
 Number of items reported in the national online bibliographic database (OCLC 
WorldCat) or items for which only a certain number are held in the geographic 
region. During acquisitions of any sort, this is a key factor in the decisions of 
most rare book librarians and curators, and was judged to be worthy of its own 
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section. However, it is still a consideration of intrinsic value, so it remains in the 
same category under its own numbered heading. 
4. Condition 
 Notes regarding condition. 
5. Bibliographic and Research Value 
 Reference works and periodicals according to the subject considerations of the 
collections 
 Federal, state, and local government documents 
 Evidence of censorship or repression, including excessive annotations or a history 
of suppression according to historical texts and knowledge. 
 Other excessive annotations, excluding association copies 
 Seminal nature of or importance to a particular field of study or genre of 
literature. 
 Mentions of subject or research considerations of the collections that are clearly 
part of a transfer policy. 
As can be seen in a comparison of this list with the 2008 Guidelines, the only time that a 
criterion appeared frequently within policies but did not appear easily classifiable within 
the ACRL Guidelines was in the case of the confederate imprints. These were eventually 
classified in the age section because they contain a specific date range as it pertains to 
geography. 
Institutional selection 
A sample size of 30 institutions was selected as being sufficient to represent the 
population and still being realistic in terms of time and feasibility constraints. Participants 
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were selected in a variety of ways in an effort to best represent the typical policy in the 
United States. To facilitate the selection of participating institutions, the researcher broke 
institutional consideration into three categories: 
1) Selected institutions must have a separate rare books unit with at least one staff 
member dedicated full-time to special collections 
Rationale: The presence of at least one full-time staff member indicates some 
level of specialized training on the part of the staff, and more broadly 
indicates knowledge in the area of rare books. This is important, since a policy 
created by a less knowledgeable employee could indicate either a policy 
directly copied from another institution, or a policy with potentially ill-
informed criteria. 
2) Special collections must have at least 5,000 books 
Rationale: Collection size can sometimes indicate a certain amount of space, a 
highly focused collection, or a more recent founding date. Depending upon 
which of these factors influenced its size, a collection with fewer than 5,000 
books may demonstrate either significantly greater or significantly less 
selectivity; highly focused collections that only accept books covering certain 
subjects, collections concerned about space that only accept the rarest items, 
and newer collections with lots of space that may be more willing to accept 
books that larger collections will not. The size of each selected collection was 
recorded as part of this analysis and factored in where appropriate. 
3) Institutions must be located in the United States 
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Rationale: Opening selection to locations outside of the United States would 
influence the founding dates of institutional libraries, as well as the type of 
books likely to appear in any given general or special collection. For example, 
books published in 1750 may appear more frequently in European collections 
founded in 1400 than in American institutions founded in 1900. This limits 
this study's applicability to the United States. 
These three considerations, though not necessarily representative of the type of person or 
institution that this study may assist, defined the scope of the sample population. While 
this goes almost without saying due to the nature of a transfer policy, the special 
collections selected also had to have closely connected general collections from which to 
transfer books 
 Ten institutions fitting these considerations were then selected from each of three 
categories: 
Category 1) Institutions nationally or internationally well-known for their 
collections, and hand-picked for their reputation and knowledgeable staff 
Rationale: It was assumed that nationally renowned institutions would have the 
best practices, likely established over the course of many years, as well as the best 
funding with which to help establish these practices. These institutions are looked 
up to for their collecting prowess, and were thus considered good candidates for 
having well-founded policies created by highly trained professionals. 
Category 2) ARL member institutions not selected for Category 1 
Rationale: Because the ARL has selective membership, member institutions were, 
like Category 1 institutions, considered likely to be reasonably well-funded with 
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highly trained professional staff. ARL members were not considered for this 
category if they did not meet the criteria listed above. 
Category 3) "Wildcard" institutions that have publicly available transfer policies 
online 
Rationale: Small institutions are unlikely to be ARL members and may not have 
national renown, but they can still have enough funding to get trained staff highly 
capable of creating transfer policies. The inclusion of smaller or less well-known 
collections in this analysis was considered crucial to understand what is being 
saved in collections across the country. 
The list of 10 Category 1 institutions was compiled using the researcher's personal 
knowledge of the top institutions in the country. Some special collections that would 
otherwise be considered due to their prestige were eliminated from consideration because 
they lacked a general collection from which to transfer books. 
 A list of candidate Category 2 institutions was compiled using a list of ARL 
institutions.
4
 Any institutions that were selected for Category 1 were removed, as were 
institutions that did not fit the general criteria listed above. Once the list was adjusted 
accordingly, member institutions were numbered, then a random number generator was 
used to select 10 collections from among them. 
 The list of candidate Category 3 institutions was compiled as a convenience 
sample using a series of internet searches. These were designed to pull transfer policies 
from unexpected places: less famous or well-known collections that still number above 
5,000 books. A variety of keyword searches were used in order to discover these policies. 
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 Available here, as it appeared in January 2013: http://www.arl.org/arl/membership/members.shtml 
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The institutions selected in this manner were still held to the same general standards, but 
were not otherwise specially selected.  
 ID numbers were assigned to each selected institution during the analysis process. 
ID numbers 1-10 are Category 1 institutions, 11-20 are Category 2 institutions, and 21-30 
are Category 3 institutions. 
Contact 
The transfer policies for each of these institutions were obtained in the same manner. 
First, an internet search was conducted to determine if the policies were already posted 
online, in order to avoid unnecessary consumption of curators', heads', and librarians' 
time. This type of search occasionally resulted in the discovery of transfer policies 
“hidden” within collection development policies. Hidden policies were either a separate 
section of the overall collection development policy, or a separate clause or statement 
regarding transfer protocol. Despite the fact that they were not complete documents in 
and of themselves, it became obvious that these should be identified as transfer policies 
for the purpose of this study in order to grasp how institutions really evaluate transfers. 
Though these are not explicit transfer policies, they function as such and thus were 
considered to have the same purpose; they were factored into the analysis accordingly. 
 If a transfer policy was not discovered online, an employee was contacted through 
email. and asked to provide any transfer policy they might have. Contacts were promised 
that their policies would remain anonymous, as many institutions choose not to share 
them with the general public for a variety of reasons. 
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Content Analysis 
Only the transfer policy portions addressing selection criteria were analyzed for this 
study. There was potentially useful processing information in other parts that was not 
included as a result of this method, but processes varied too much between institutions to 
establish any kind of commonly used workflow. The only thing most policies had in 
common in the process section was a statement that the curator or librarian had final say 
over whether anything would be permanently transferred to the special collection. 
Recording Data and Calculations 
Data was recorded in Excel spreadsheets, and institutions were assigned Institutional ID 
numbers 1-30 in order to assure anonymity. A criterion was considered to be included in 
a typical policy if at least half of the policies addressed it in some way. 
 By structuring the study in this manner, the researcher believed that an accurate 
depiction of what is being sought for transfer to rare book collections across the country 
would be reproduced. This would, in turn, help to inform discussion of what 
professionals believe should receive an additional layer of security by means of transfer 
to a more protected environment.
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Results 
Responses 
There was a fairly low response rate to the initial contact emails (shown below), but 
enough policies were accumulated so that another method of contact was not attempted. 
None of the respondents refused to provide an existent policy. Responses in which the 
respondent declined to provide a policy because the institution did not have one will be 
addressed in the Application section. 
 Category 
1 
Category 
2 
Category 
3 
Institutions Selected 10 10 10 
Policies Online 2 1 10 
Employees Contacted 8 9 0 
Employee: 
Provided a 
policy 
1 2
5
 0 
Stated that a 
policy is in 
development 
1 2 0 
Stated that they 
do not have a 
policy 
1 1 0 
Did not reply 5 4 0 
Policies Analyzed 3 3 10 
Table 1- Policies Analyzed 
Category 3, due to the sampling mechanism used, resulted in all 10 of the institutions 
possessing a transfer policy. The number of these institutions was originally intended to 
match the number solicited from the other categories--10 from Category 1 and 10 from 
Category 2--but the lack of a transfer policy or the lack of response from Category 1 and 
Category 2 institutions resulted in a disproportionately high number of Category 3 
                                                 
5
 One employee first replied that a policy was in development, then shortly provided the policy. This 
employee is included in this row rather than the next one since the policy was created by analysis time. 
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institutions. While the option to analyze an equal number of policies from each category 
was considered--this would have resulted in the analysis of 3 policies from each 
category--, analysis of all 16 policies was included in the end since results indicated few 
category-based differences, as will be shown below. 
 A wide variety of collection sizes even within each category helped to assure a 
variety of collection resources. There was a slight trend toward smaller collections, as 
56.25% of collections had rough holding estimates of fewer than 50,000 volumes. 
 
Figure 1- Collection Size 
Policy Format 
 
Policy formats varied across institutions. Only four collections divided their criteria into 
the same (or highly similar) sections that the ACRL Guidelines did. The majority of 
institutions preferred either creation of their own categories or a bulleted or numbered list 
of criteria without section headers. This was actually unsurprising since, in fact, the 
5000
50000
500000
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in Books 
ID Number 
Collection Size 
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Category 3 
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ACRL Guidelines seems to discourage strict classification with the example provided in 
its Appendix III, where criteria were displayed in a bulleted list form. 
Institutional 
ID  
 Cat. 
ACRL-
inspired 
Created 
Own 
Categories6 
Bulleted/ 
Numbered 
list 
3 1     yes 
4 1     yes 
5 1     yes 
14 2 yes     
15 2 yes     
16 2     yes 
21 3   yes   
22 3   yes   
23 3     yes 
24 3     yes 
25 3     yes 
26 3     yes 
27 3 yes   yes 
28 3     yes 
29 3 yes     
30 3     yes 
Table 2- Policy Format 
Also notable is the number of criteria contained within these lists. There was no 
consistency in this number, as the number of criteria ranged from 4 to 25 separate points 
of consideration. The average number of criteria was 13.5 across ACRL-inspired, 
categorized, and bulleted formats. 
  
                                                 
6
 Institutions were considered to have created their own categories if section headers were noticeably 
different than the ACRL Guidelines section headers (i.e., using "rarity" as a section header rather than 
"intrinsic characteristics"). 
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Findings 
 
1 Market Value 
 
 
Figure 2- Market Value 
 
Twelve policies addressed market value, as shown in Figure 2. However, the collections 
varied in their descriptions of how they treated market value, including in the 
terminology they used for it; "market value," "worth," "value," "monetary value," 
"auction record," and "cost" were all used as representatives of the same general concept. 
Only 4 of the policies analyzed did not mention market value. The method of determining 
market value was only described in one policy, which referred concerned parties to 
"booksellers' catalogs and websites, or American Book Prices Current, or other sources 
detailing prices realized at auction." Other policies seemed to assume knowledge on the 
part of the decision-maker. 
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 This was the only section in which the Category made a distinct difference, which 
was even then only noticeable between Categories 1 and 3. Category 1 institutions were 
more selective in terms of market value, both preferring the $1000 minimum. Category 3 
institutions ranged from $250 to $700 minimums. 
2 Age 
Every policy addressed the age (imprint date) of an item in some fashion. 5 of 16 policies 
provided only a broad criterion for age. 11 of 16 policies gave a broad criterion, but also 
gave different ages for imprints published in certain geographic areas, as shown in Table 
3. Some policies were more specific about these geographic areas than others, as will be 
shown below. No policy mentioned geographic area without pairing it with age. For the 
purposes of analysis in this paper, broader statements regarding age have been included 
in the table depictions of most geographic areas in order to best portray what is being 
transferred from each region, country, state, or continent. Notably, only one institution 
based its criteria on age in terms of years rather than date (Institutional ID No. 15). All 
the others went strictly by year published, implying definition of rarity based on paper 
type and different eras in publishing. This proved to be an interesting method, 
considering that few seemed able to agree on what the cut-offs were. 
 Several institutions further clarified their acceptance of newspapers according to 
the publication's age. Those that did generally included a statement establishing that 
individual volumes were to be treated as monographs when it came to age and should be 
transferred dependent upon their individual imprint date paired with their publishing 
location. Only two institutions clarified that newspapers should be treated differently: ID 
No. 3 and ID No. 4. ID No. 3 expanded the years that newspapers would be transferred 
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(United States newspapers through 1869, newspapers printed elsewhere through 1815), 
but ID No. 7 stated that only those fitting the time period that were "known" to be rare 
should be transferred, essentially lessening the importance of the time period to the 
newspaper's rarity. 
 The breaking down of age into geographic areas was expected to appear in 
policies, as printing methods evolved at different times across the world. Incunabula are 
defined by Carter as "books produced in the infancy of printing," widely understood to be 
books printed before 1501 (2010, p. 130), but this principle can also be applied in the 
case of "regional incunabula," or books printed in the infancy of printing in a certain 
geographic area. 
General Age 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. 
Contained 
Only A 
General 
Age With 
No 
Geographic 
Information 
Contained a 
General Age in 
Addition to 
Ages Covering 
Certain 
Geographic 
Areas 
3 1  1800 
4 1  1821 
5 1 1830 1830 
14 2 1850 1850 
15 2 
 150+ years old 
(1863) 
16 2  1800 
22 3  1800 
23 3 1846 1846 
25 3  1801 
27 3  1801 
28 3  1800 
29 3 1820 1820 
30 3 1850 1850 
Table 3- General Age of Imprints 
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Table 3 shows the 5 policies that did not refine age by geographic area, and the 13 
policies (including those first 5) that included a year to cover anything not under the 
umbrella of a more specific geographic area. As stated earlier, these numbers have also 
been included in most geographic breakdowns in order to reflect what is actually being 
saved. The 3 policies that did not contain general age statements were left out of this 
table. 
Great Britain and Europe 
 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. Europe Great Britain 
3 1 
Western 
Europe: 1800 
Slavic, East 
European: 
1850 1800 
4 1 1821 1821 
5 1 1830 1830 
14 2 1850 1850 
15 2 
150+ years old 
(before 1863) 
150+ years old 
(before 1863) 
16 2 
1800 
Spain: 1825 1800 
21 3 1801 1801 
22 3 1800 1800 
23 3 1846 1846 
24 3 1750 1700 
25 3 
1801 
German texts: 
1840
7 1821 
26 3 1801 1801 
27 3 1801 1801 
28 3 1800 1800 
29 3 1820 1820 
30 3 1850 1850 
Table 4- Great Britain and European Imprints 
                                                 
7
 This policy did not clarify if "German" meant the country or the language. 
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Three collections, ID Nos. 3, 16, and 25, differentiated between Continental European 
countries. Only one policy differentiated Great Britain from the Continental countries. 
Five policies, shaded in gray here, specified European dates. 
Asia 
 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. Age 
3 1 1800 
4 1 Asia: 1821 
5 1 1830 
14 2 1850 
15 2 150+ years old (before 1863) 
16 2 1800 
21 3 
Asian imprints: 1851 
Asian Imprints in English: 1871 
22 3 1800 
23 3 1846 
24 3 Asia or Southeast Asia: 1900 
25 3 1801 
26 3 1850 
27 3 1801 
28 3 Asia and Southeast Asia: 1900 
29 3 1820 
30 3 1850 
Table 5- Asian Imprints 
Only four policies, shaded in gray, directly stated criteria relating to age in Asia. One of 
these, as seen above, differentiated between Asian imprints and Asian imprints in 
English. The rest included Asian imprints in the "general age" bracket.  
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Latin and South America 
 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. Latin and South America 
3 1 1800 
4 1 Latin America: 1851 
5 1 1830 
14 2 1850 
15 2 150+ years old (before 1863) 
16 2 
Mexico, Spain, or Spanish controlled 
territories before 1825 
21 3 Latin American imprints before 1851 
22 3 1800 
23 3 1846 
24 3 No information 
25 3 
Books printed in the Western Hemisphere 
before 1821 
26 3 
Materials printed in Latin America prior 
to 1850 
27 3 
Items printed in North or South America 
before 1831 
28 3 All pre-1850 Latin American imprints 
29 3 1820 
30 3 1850 
Table 6- Latin and South American Imprints 
Six policies specifically addressed Latin or South America. One other addressed the 
Western Hemisphere in general. One policy added a statement (not shown above because 
the stated year was no different) mentioning that non-religious texts printed prior to that 
year should be given special attention; in terms of transfer, this statement makes little 
difference since the item would be transferred either way, but as a definition of rarity, it is 
worth mentioning. 
 Also worth mentioning is the lack of information in policy 24. Because this 
institution did not include a general age statement, and did not address Latin or South 
American specifically, there is no information regarding imprints from these areas in the 
policy. 
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North America and the US 
 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. US Canada 
3 1 United States before 1820 1800 
4 1 
United States and Possessions: 1851  
(SEE APPENDIX) 
Canada: 1851 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
5 1 1830 1830 
14 2 1850 1850 
15 2 
150+ years old (before 1863) 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
150+ years old (before 1863) 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
16 2 
1800 
Spanish controlled territories before 
1825 
1800 
21 3 
United States imprints before 1840 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
Canadian imprints 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
22 3 United States before 1820 1800 
23 3 1846 1846 
24 3 
New England and Colonial states 
before 1830 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
No date coverage 
25 3 
Western Hemisphere before 1821 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
Western Hemisphere before 1821 
(SEE APPENDIX) 
26 3 United States before 1865 Canada prior to 1850 
27 3 North America before 1831 North America before 1831 
28 3 Western American pre-1850  Western American pre-1850  
29 3 1820  
30 3 1850  
Table 7- North American Imprints 
 
Figure 3- US Imprint Date 
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As expected from policies in the United States, this was the most complicated part of 
many institutions' age-related criteria. Five policies broke their criteria down by state, and 
two more broke it down by region or former colonial body within the US. Two policies 
broke Canadian criteria down by region or province (both of these institutions were 
located in the same geographic area, close to Canada, so it is likely that they have higher 
numbers of Canadian imprints). Please see "Appendix - US and Canada" for state or 
province-specific information. 
 Those cells shaded in gray in Table 7 contain North America-specific 
information. As seen in the Appendix, there was an obvious difference between what is 
saved from Eastern, Midwestern, and Western states. The date set for the original 13 
colonies trended toward the earliest date covered under general age or general US age, 
reflective of the area's earlier regional incunabula status. 
 Worth mentioning is the fact that while 5 institutions had US state- or region-
specific policies, 3 others had specific age criteria for their immediate geographic area. 
ID 26, for example, stated that pre-1900 imprints from the state where the institution is 
located would be transferred; this expanded the transfer date by 35 years. Because these 
criteria were considered collection-specific, they were not included in the state or country 
age charts. 
 Also worth noting is another religious text statement, this time from ID 25, that 
religious texts printed after 1799 should be not transferred on the basis of their age, 
presumably because they were more common (thus, less rare) than non-religious texts. 
  
32 
 
Confederate Imprints 
  
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. 
Confederate 
Imprints 
(1860/1-
1865) 
Mentioned 
3 1 X 
4 1 X 
5 1 X 
15 2 X 
21 3 X 
25 3 X 
27 3 X 
Table 8- Confederate Imprints 
Because multiple policies specifically mentioned confederate imprints in their policies, 
they have been included in their own category here, outside the mention of regional 
incunabula since these were considered to be subject-based rather than geography-based 
ages. Notably, all three Category 1 policies included confederate imprints in their 
policies. 
Other Regions 
 
The geographic areas in Table 9 below were mentioned in only 4 policies. 
 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. Area  
Age 
3 1 
Near and 
Middle East 
1850 
4 1 
Africa  1851 
Australia 1851 
21 3 
Africa 1871 
Australia 1871 
New Zealand 1871 
26 3 
Africa 1850 
Australia 1850 
Table 9- Imprints from Other Regions 
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3 Physical and Intrinsic Characteristics 
This was by far the most disparate section in the policies. Where date and market value 
criteria tended to provide exact numbers, physical and intrinsic criteria required analysis 
using personal knowledge of the field. 
 
Cat. 
Institutional 
ID 
Binding and Publisher Format-based 
"Fine 
Bindings" 
Fine Press/ 
Private 
Press/ 
Certain 
Presses 
Publisher's 
Bindings 
Size/ 
Miniature 
Ephemera 
(including 
broadsides) 
Other 
Formats 
1 
3 
   
X X X 
4 
 
X 
 
 X X 
5 X X 
 
X   
2 
14 X X X X X  
15 X 
 
X X  X 
16 
 
X 
 
   
3 
21 X X 
 
X X  
22 
   
   
23 
   
   
24 
 
X 
 
 X X 
25 
 
X 
 
X   
26 X X 
 
X X X 
27 X 
 
X  X  
28 X X 
 
X  X 
29 X X 
 
   
30 
   
X  X 
Total Mentions 8 10 3 9 7 7 
Table 10- Physical and Intrinsic Characteristics: Binding, Publisher, and Format-Based 
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Cat. 
Institutional 
ID 
"Difficult to replace"/Prone to Mutilation or Loss/Fragile 
Maps Illustration 
Unbound 
or 
Valuable 
Plates 
Book 
Jackets 
"Difficult to 
replace"/ 
"Prone to 
mutilation" 
Pop-
ups 
Fragile 
1 
3 
       
4 
     
X X 
5 
 
X 
     
2 
14 X X X X X X 
 
15 X X X X 
 
X 
 
16 
       
3 
21 X X 
   
X X 
22 X 
 
X 
 
X 
  
23 
    
X 
 
X 
24 X 
 
X 
    
25 
       
26 
 
X X X X 
 
X 
27 X X X 
 
X 
  
28 X X X 
 
X 
  
29 
 
X X 
 
X 
  
30 
    
X 
 
X 
Total Mentions 7 8 8 3 8 4 5 
Table 11- Physical and Intrinsic Characteristics: Items that are difficult to replace, prone to mutilation or loss, 
or fragile 
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Cat. 
Institutional 
ID 
Editions Local Provenance Other 
First 
Editions 
Limited 
edition 
Local 
Works 
Signed Association Children's 
1 
3 
     
 
4 
 
X X 
 
X X 
5 
 
X 
 
X X  
2 
14 
 
X X 
 
X  
15 
 
X 
 
X X X 
16 
 
X X 
  
 
3 
21 X X 
 
X X  
22 
    
X  
23 
     
 
24 
 
X X X 
 
 
25 
 
X 
 
X X  
26 
 
X 
 
X X  
27 X X X X X  
28 X X 
 
X X  
29 
 
X 
 
X X  
30 
 
X X X 
 
 
Total Mentions 3 13 6 10 11 2 
Table 12- Physical and Intrinsic Characteristics: Edition, local, provenance, and other considerations 
Those characteristics listed by 50% or more of the policies were: limited editions (13 
policies), association copies (11 policies), signed or inscribed copies (10 policies), books 
published by fine presses/private presses/certain presses (generally according to 
collection strengths) (10 policies), miniature books (9 policies), "difficult to replace" 
items or those "prone to mutilation" (8 policies), "fine bindings" or bindings by notable 
binders (8 policies), illustrations by noted illustrators, as well as hand-drawn or hand-
colored illustrations (8 policies), and unbound or valuable plates (8 policies). 
 The most frequently mentioned of these criteria, with mentions in 13 policies, was 
limited edition works. However, this was also the most varied in definition, as can be 
seen in Figure 4. The majority of the limited edition criteria did not have any mitigations, 
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though two policies stated that limited editions should only be transferred if the author or 
illustrator was important or significant. 
 
 
Figure 4- Limited Edition Copy Maximum 
There was, clearly, very little agreement as to what qualifies as a "limited" edition, 
despite the fact that 13 policies specified that limited editions were to be given special 
attention. 
 It is worth mentioning here that 3 policies also addressed the transfer of books 
containing controversial material, whether that be Ku Klux Klan works, Nazi literature, 
or erotica. In contradiction to a specific ACRL mention of the subject, another policy 
explicitly stated that erotica would not be transferred in just because it was erotica; it 
would need to meet other transfer criteria in order to be considered for transfer. 
3.5 Number Publicly Available 
Although the number of books available in WorldCat tends to dictate new acquisitions 
for many collections (according to the understanding that buying a book already owned 
0
1
2
3
4
No specific
number
100 200 300 500 1000
Number of 
Collections 
Maximum Volumes Printed to Qualify as a Limited Edition 
Category 3
Category 2
Category 1
37 
 
by your neighbor would be a waste of time and resources), only three collections 
specified this information in their transfer policies.  
 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. Number in system (world or local) 
22 3 
Transfer if it's the only copy in the state 
Or if no more than 10 libraries worldwide hold it 
23 3 Transfer if it's held by 5 or fewer OCLC libraries 
29 3 Titles that have few copies reported in Worldcat 
Table 13- Number of Copies Publicly Available 
4 Condition 
Condition as a mitigating factor for transfer was specifically mentioned in 3 policies, but 
only 3 policies devoted a point on a list (in other words, a separate criterion) to condition. 
Three policies noted that condition was not factored into age-based decisions. One policy 
stated that even older books should not be transferred if they are not in "usable" 
condition. 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. 
Condition  
As a Modifier 
As a 
Separate 
Criterion 
Affects 
age? 
5 1 Yes  No 
15 2 Yes   
14 2 
 
Yes No 
21 
 
Yes   
27 3 
 
Yes Yes 
29 3 
 
Yes No 
Table 14- Condition 
5 Bibliographic and Research Value 
This section proved challenging to analyze. Many collections that did divide their 
policies into categories similar to the ACRL Guidelines combined this section with 
Market Value or Intrinsic Characteristics. The Guidelines were not very clear as to what 
should go in this section either, as it seemed to be a kind of catch-all for reference 
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materials and items that just seemed interesting. Of course, one man's trash is another 
man's treasure, and most items have "Research Value" of one sort or another, so creating 
overly broad criteria would likely prove unproductive in formal documentation. 
Institutional 
ID 
Cat. 
Evidence of 
Censorship 
or 
Repression 
Other 
Excessive 
Annotations 
Seminal 
Nature 
Reference Works and 
Mentions of Subject or 
Research Considerations 
4 1 
   
X 
5 1 
   
X 
14 2 X 
 
X 
 
15 2 
 
X 
  
21 3 
   
X 
22 3 
   
X 
24 3 
   
X 
25 3 
   
X 
26 3 
 
X 
  
27 3 X 
 
X 
 
29 3 
  
X X 
Total Mentions 2 2 3 7 
Table 15- Bibliographic and Research Value 
Other Criteria of Note 
Two criteria did not really fit in anywhere else, and were for a time simply classified as 
"vague" in Section 3: from ID No. 26, "Editions of textual and/or bibliographic 
significance or books of literary or historical importance"; and from ID No. 27, " 
Anything that seems highly unusual in its physical presentation or content." These two 
criteria proved troublesome for classification for multiple reasons. Interpreted more 
broadly, they essentially summarized the information in every policy. Anything fitting 
the other criteria could, by virtue, fit within this one. They are the ultimate catch-all; but 
for that reason, they are a mixed blessing. 
 Any book that a general collections librarian finds interesting could feasibly come 
up for transfer as a result of these criteria. This could potentially waste the curator's time 
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and the resources of multiple employees; however, it also places trust in the general 
collections librarians, which may encourage good working relationships and prove 
beneficial if the general collections librarians are particularly perceptive. If something 
that does not quite fit the other criteria is brought to a librarian's attention and is sent over 
with an explanation like "it just seemed unusual," it may actually be unusual and worth a 
spot in rare books. It could be inferred from these criteria that the creators of the policies 
did not want to miss something truly special, and that they trusted the general collections 
librarians to make their own educated decisions.
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Discussion 
The researcher began this study with the hypothesis that larger collections and Category 1 
institutions would be more selective with their policies. Accordingly, in the institutions 
selected for the study, there was a slight trend toward smaller collections; 56.25% of 
collections had rough holding estimates of fewer than 50,000 volumes. The researcher 
hoped that this would ensure useful results for smaller collections. However, results 
showed no widespread relationship between size and criteria frequency, despite slight 
differences between Category 1 and Category 3 policies. Thus, similarities and 
differences between policies cannot really be attributed to size or reputation (with the 
exception of the "market value" criterion), and are in fact likely to reflect any US 
institution's criteria. 
 Judging what the typical policy contained was difficult, as the data collected 
shows. While the basic criteria set forth in the ACRL Guidelines (age, market value, 
physical and intrinsic characteristics, condition, and bibliographic and research value) 
proved to be what most collections were using, the specifics of each policy showed an 
unexpected variety. Some form of the broader ACRL Guidelines-recommended criteria 
appeared in over 50% of the policies; however, the variety of expressions for them was 
much broader than expected. 
 Because of this, the researcher will provide only broad categories as 
representations of the typical policy. For example, because the age ranges for each 
geographic area and for the general age were much wider than expected, the researcher 
has opted to provide a generalization rather than a precise year as an average. This means 
that this representation of the typical policy is only slightly more precise than the broad 
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criteria provided in the Guidelines, but it still shows what over 50% of the sampled 
collections are recommending for use. 
 The typical policy, then, is likely to include these points in a bulleted or numbered 
list. 
1) If the collection is renowned, books worth $1000 or more should be transferred. If 
the collection is less well-known, books worth $500 or more should be transferred 
2) Statement regarding a specific general age cutoff. 
3) Statement regarding a specific Latin and South American imprint age cutoff. 
4) Statement regarding a specific US imprint age cutoff. 
5) Statement regarding a specific Canadian imprint age cutoff. 
6) Limited editions of less than (some number) of copies. 
7) Association copies 
8) Signed or inscribed copies 
9) Books published by fine presses, private presses, and certain presses according to 
collection strengths 
10) Miniature books 
11) Items that are difficult to replace or prone to mutilation 
12) "Fine Bindings" or bindings by notable binders 
13) Illustrations by noted illustrators, as well as hand-drawn or hand-colored 
illustrations 
14) Unbound or Valuable Plates 
This "policy" is less precise than was originally desired, but should nonetheless serve to 
show what collections are relying upon in their decisions. It closely reflects the average 
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number of criteria appearing in policies as well (13.5), meaning that once a collection had 
decided upon certain binders, presses, and age cutoffs, the template could theoretically 
serve as an adequate policy. 
 Some of the variety in criteria is undoubtedly due to the fact that no two 
collections are alike, and indeed, should not be alike, or else everybody would be fighting 
over the exact same books. However, much of it is clearly due to a lack of industry 
agreement as to what constitutes rarity, as is reflected in the literature. Professionals in 
rare books and in the antiquarian trade can agree that "age" as an indistinct quality can 
determine rarity, but they cannot agree on what age that might be. Current debates, as 
mentioned in the ACRL Guidelines, involve discussions of whether the threshold dates 
that librarians have been using should be periodically reevaluated anyway, avoiding the 
issue of what constitutes rarity in terms of printing era. As it is, the date 1801 has been 
widely used since at least 1995. This seems unlikely to change in the near future, but as 
policy 15 notes, imprints going back a certain number of years can be a valid criterion. 
 One ACRL Guidelines section that, in retrospect, the researcher could have 
analyzed under the fifth criterion was "market value among collectors and the antiquarian 
book trade." Although this still seems like a misfit point for this criterion when phrased 
this way, it may be legitimized if rephrased to its original form in the first edition of the 
Guidelines: "desirability to collectors and the antiquarian book trade." Desirability could 
mean market value, but it could also mean a desirable quick sale or a frequently requested 
book- in other words, a popular item. Several policies mentioned desirability; for the 
purposes of this paper, these were classified with market value (and are generally 
responsible for the "no specific value" criteria listed in that section). That said, 
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desirability and market value are two different things, and as such, should both be noted 
in an ideal policy. The issue of distinction here seems to have arisen during changes 
between editions, since market value, as discussed earlier, was not a criterion in the first 
edition of the ACRL Guidelines. 
 It should also be noted that this 50% or more method, while showing what should 
be transferred, may not accurately reflect what is really being transferred. Two criteria in 
particular that did not make it into the over 50% bracket stand out here. 
1) Although only 6/16 policies mentioned condition, it seems very likely that 
most rare book collections would not accept books in ragged or unusable 
condition, but would still accept books falling within their cutoff age bracket. For 
example, a book bound by a famous binder in 1930 that is in ragged condition is 
unlikely to be considered worth transfer; what would make it valuable, its fine 
binding, is now destroyed, and is no longer representative of what the binder 
intended. The book now reflects harsh use rather than fine binding. Contrarily, a 
single leaf with ragged, torn edges, but that was printed in 1475, would be 
transferred to a rare book collection automatically. Thus, the condition of an item 
may actually dictate a transfer so strongly that most policy creators did not even 
consider it worth mentioning. 
2) None of the points in the bibliographic and research value section came up over 
50% of the time. However, this is likely due to how each rare book collection is 
used rather than to the nature of their contents. If a collection is considered to be a 
research collection, scholars are likely to use reference works from it in the course 
of their research rather than coming to see one or two books and then leaving. It 
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may be more common for the staff to pull books from general collections rather 
than relying on transfer according to their reference or subject relevance.
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Application 
Librarians in a variety of situations may be helped by knowing the contents of a typical 
policy. As the number of programs and classes specializing in rare books education 
steadily declines, many new librarians will find themselves essentially untrained 
regarding the determination of book rarity and value (Schreyer, 2004). With few 
resources published that give any specific information beyond broad statements that age, 
market value, condition, and research value can determine a book's rarity, such librarians 
may have to take a significant amount of time to decide if a resource is worth even 
bringing to the curator's attention. 
 Similarly, librarians new to a special collections acquisition position may be 
unaware of what basic criteria the former position-holder was using to determine 
transfers. As demonstrated by the very wide variety of criteria found in the policies, 
assumptions of certain criteria cannot really be considered "safe" at all. In case of a major 
transfer project, knowing the basic criteria that the collection operated under is crucial to 
saving time and money. 
 Finally, librarians trying to assemble new transfer guidelines for their collections 
may benefit from knowing what conditions other special collections operate under. While 
no two libraries are the same, as has been stated time and again and only reiterated here, 
having a solid starting point based upon the experience of multiple professionals could 
still save time. Six curators or librarians who responded to the contact email (2 from 
Category 1, 4 from Category 2) stated that they had no transfer policy, but four of these 
stated an intention to create a policy or start a discussion about one in the near future. The 
contacts who stated an intention to create a policy indicated that there were in fact several 
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broad criteria that they consistently relied upon, which closely resemble those suggested 
in the ACRL guidelines. Knowing under what guidelines their fellows really operate 
(beyond just a simple statement of "age") could possibly speed the process as they 
determine what specific criteria should be in their policies. 
 While the criteria suggested above could be considered useful for patron 
reference, it seems likely that special collections librarians will still choose to refer 
curious patrons to the vaguer "Your Old Books" document recommended on the vast 
majority of special collections' websites. After all, there are exceptions to every criterion 
here; otherwise, books falling under the transfer guidelines would be automatically 
transferred without a second thought or the approval of a curator. Telling an otherwise 
uninformed public that "all limited editions under 1000 copies" are valuable could lead to 
the exacerbation of an issue that many libraries already deal with: unwanted, unsolicited 
books appearing with the owner's insistence that they are highly rare and valuable.
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Limitations and Opportunities for Further Research 
With only sixteen policies analyzed out of the hundreds used by libraries across the 
country, this is indeed only a small sampling of the policies out there. The variability in 
library size and renown helps to ensure a wide range of policy considerations, but the 
sample is by no means broad enough to give more than a basic idea of libraries' priorities 
in transfer policies. Future research could involve a broader sample and analysis by 
multiple researchers to help lessen researcher bias. This could help to give a broader 
analysis of national policies. 
 As stated earlier, some institutions rely on their collection development policies to 
dictate their interests to general collections. Some collections considered for the study 
had a collection development policy that closely mirrored what was discovered to be 
typical transfer guidelines, but these were not considered to be true transfer policies, and 
were thus eliminated from consideration for this study. Future researchers may choose to 
analyze these collection development policies to see how closely they match the transfer 
policies of the collections. 
 In addition, not every institution that has a policy uses it consistently. This was 
judged to be out of the scope of this study, since the policy was still created by a 
knowledgeable professional. However, future study could involve the determination of 
how closely rare book curators and special collections heads adhere to the policies they 
have created, and what percentage of books sent to the special collections according to 
the policy are actually transferred.
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Conclusion 
With such a small sample, it was hard to determine what is actually being saved in 
institutions, and what the majority of professionals really consider to be rare. 
Nonetheless, the typical policy represented above may help when applied as suggested. 
The researcher also hopes that the results can help spark or add new impact to two 
important conversations. 
 First, the importance of transferring books based upon their age in years versus 
imprint date. Since age proved to be the one criterion mentioned in every transfer policy 
(regardless of what the precise age or geographic region was), it should feature 
prominently in the analysis of any transfer. How it may best be represented, though, is 
still up for debate. As the ACRL Guidelines suggest, "it is possible that compelling 
reasons now exist to adjust the review dates" for transfers. The fact that even collections 
seeming to use the default "rag paper" dates cannot agree on what those are shows that 
exploration of this topic should prove worthwhile. 
 Second, the creation of a transfer policy is something that every curator or other 
special collections employee should make time for. The idea of guidelines for the 
creation of a transfer policy only arose as collections became more willing to admit that 
they had succumbed to thefts, a point that should not be forgotten. Transfer policies exist 
to encourage the preservation of vulnerable materials. The creation of a transfer policy is 
not a mark against a curator's ability to make decisions on their own, or an insult to 
general collections librarians judged to be unaware of what really connotes rarity; as 
shown in the "Other Criteria of Note" section, this trust can be demonstrated with the 
integration of broader criteria. 
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 The creation (and updating) of a transfer policy is important because no curator or 
librarian can be around forever, and no general collections librarian can be expected to 
know everything without some guidance. In creating a transfer policy, the creator will 
have made clear the direction of the collection. The long-term consistency of the 
collection's acquisitions will improve, and general collections librarians who pay 
attention to the policy will have more of a basis than the collection development policy 
upon which to suggest transfer. Collection development policies, as stated earlier, tend to 
focus more on collection strengths than anything else, and do not always show the basics 
of what is worth including. Collection strengths are certainly a priority in any collection, 
but those basics that may not always fit in with the strengths should be tended to as well; 
just because a book does not fit in with your collection focus does not mean it is valueless 
to researchers or the public.
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Appendix 
US and Canada 
United States and Canadian Province age-related criteria, broken out by ID numbers. 
 
State 
Institutional ID 
4 15 21 24 25 
Alabama  
  
1865 1840 1840 
Alaska  1901 1897 1910 
  Arizona 1891 1889 1890 1890 1890 
Arkansas 1871 
 
1865 1870 1870 
California 1876 1864 
 
1875 1875 
Colorado 1877 1889 
 
1876 1876 
Connecticut     1839     
Delaware     1839     
District of Columbia  
  
1839 
  Florida 1861 
 
1865 1860 1860 
Georgia     1839     
Hawaii 1861 1852 1890 1860 1860 
Idaho  1891 1869 1890 1890 1890 
Illinois 
  
1865 1850 1850 
Indiana  
  
1849 1850 1850 
Iowa 1861 1866 1865 1860 1860 
Kansas 1876 1864 1870 1875 1875 
Kentucky 
  
1839 1830 1830 
Louisiana 
  
1865 
  Maine 
  
1839 
  Maryland     1839     
Massachusetts     1839     
Michigan 
  
1849 1850 
 Minnesota 1866 1879 1865 1860 1865 
Mississippi 
  
1865 1840 1840 
Missouri 
  
1850 1850 1850 
Montana 1891 1893 1890 1890 1890 
Nebraska 1876 1884 1879 1875 1875 
Nevada  1891 1888 1890 1890 1890 
New Hampshire     1839     
New Jersey     1839     
New Mexico 1876 1864 1876 1875 1875 
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New York     1839 1830 1850 
North Carolina     1839     
North Dakota 1891 1894 1890 1890 1850 
Ohio 
  
1849 1840 1840 
Oklahoma  1871 1865 1880 1870 1875 
Oregon 1876 1875 1880 1875 
 Pennsylvania     1839 1830 1830 
Rhode Island     1839     
South Carolina     1839     
South Dakota 1891 1888 1883 1890 1890 
Tennessee 
  
1839 1840 1840 
Texas 1861 
 
1865 1860 1860 
Utah 1891 1879 1880 1890 1890 
Vermont  
  
1839 
  Virginia     1839     
Washington 1876 1882 1880 1875 1875 
West Virginia 
  
1839 1830 1830 
Wisconsin 
 
1863 1865 1850 1850 
Wyoming 1891 1893 1890 1890 1890 
 
Cities 4 15 21 24 25 
Boston 1821 
    New York City 1821 
  
1830 1821 
Philadelphia 1821 
  
1830 
 Chicago 
 
1871 1871 1871 1871 
San Francisco 
 
1865 
   Los Angeles 
 
1885 
    
Canadian Provinces 4 15 21 24 25 
Alberta 1901 
    British Columbia 1901 
    Manitoba 1901 
    Saskatchewan 1901 
    Eastern Provinces 
(Ontario and east) 
  
1851 
 
 Western Provinces 
(west of Ontario) 
  
1900 
 
 Table 16- North American State, City, and Province-Specific Imprints 
